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INTRODUCTION 


A. Statement of the problem: 


This paper is a study of the purpose with which Mark 
wrote the Second Gospel of our New Testament. Did he try to 
report as simply and as accurately as possible the facts as 
he knew them, or did he seek to interpret the facts in the 
light of his own religious viewpoint? That is the question 
which we seek to answer in this thesis. The analysis that is 
to be made is definitely not a study of the synoptic problen, 
nor is it even essentially an inquiry into Mark's sources or 
units of material. The examination will necessarily be re- 
stricted to focus upon the aim with which the author composed 
the Gospel. | 


B. Statement of sources: 


The initial insight and introduction into this problem 
were gained in the year 1937-38 from the teaching of Profes— 
sor William Jackson Lowstuter in courses in the Synoptic 
Gospels at Boston University School of Theology. This stimu- | 
lation has been followed by research in the following li- 
braries in the City of Boston: the Congregational Library, 
the General Theological Library, the Boston Public Library, 
and the Boston University College of Liberal Arts and School 
of Theology Libraries. The fields of Biblical research and 
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Early Church History have been carefully surveyed in an effort 
to find data which might be related to the specific problem of 
this thesis; hence, the bibliography appended, which is a list 
of only those references actually used in the paper, in- 
dicates but a fraction of the sources consulted in the 


preparation. 
C. Statement of method: 


The various aspects of the Gospel of Mark have occupied 
the attention of so many writers in past years that it has 
been felt necessary to present a summary of their conclusions 
at the outset of this thesis. The problems connected with the 
Second Gospel are so complex and broad in scope, however, that 
it has been deemed imperative to discuss only those vitally 
related to our phase of the subject. Having sketched briefly 
@s & background the testimonies to the Gospel given by the 
Early Church writers and the positions taken by a number of 
scholars of the past century on the priority and date of Mark, 
its authorship, its place of writing, its sources, its orig- 
inel language, and its recensions or editions, we shall pass 
without debate to our immediate question. 

We shall seek to present an analysis of the Gospel from 
the point of view of its content and character, and in con- 


clusion to infer from this evaluation the writer's purpose. 
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DIVISION ONE 
BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM 


A. Early Church testimonies to the Gospel of Mark: 


In sketching swiftly a survey of pertinent Markan prob- 
lems as a setting for our investigation, let us turn first to 
the testimonies of Early Church writers. 

Although Clement of Rome, writing at the end of the 
first century A. D., brings us sayings in which both Mark and 


Matthew agree, he has no references to Mark of which we can 


be sure. 


Coming down into the second century, we find that Igna- 
tius wrote passages which have been thought to echo Mark 
viii. 38 and ix. 43.° Polycarp, Bishop of Smyrna, in writing | 
to the Philippians, appears to allude to Mark ix. 35° and 


perhaps also to Mark xiv. 38.° Hermas, also writing in t he 


1. Thomas shaecha The Four Gospels in the Earliest Church 
History, p. 205. 

2. Epistle to the Ephesians, xvi. 8, Epistle to the Smyr- 
naeans, x. 2, in J. H. Srawley, The Epistles of St. Igna- 


tius, . Bishop of Antioch, pp. 48, 99; Nicol, op. cit., 
pp. 804-205. 


Se istle to the Philippians, v. 2, in Horace E. Hall, The 


Two Epistles of Clement to the Corinthians, The Epistle 


of Polycarp to the Philippians, The Teaching of the Twelve 
ostles, p. 111; Vincent H. Stanton, The Gospels as His- 
Orical Documents, vol. 1, pp. 3, 17, 27. 
4, ibid Vii. 32, in’ Hall, op. cit., Pe 113; Nicol, op. cit., 
P. e 
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first half of the same century, has, in addition to parallels 


with both Mark and Matthew and both Mark and Luke, unique 
parallels with Mark iv. 34,2 vi. 52 and viii. 17,° and ix. 
50.° 

Papias, Bishop of Hierapolis in Phrygia shortly before 
the middle of the second century, gives the famous testimony 


which he attributes to John the Presbyter: 


And the Presbyter used to say this, 'Mark became 
Peter's interpreter and wrote accurately all that 
he remembered, not, indeed, in order, of the things 
said or done by the Lord. fFor he had not heard the 
Lord, nor had he followed him, but later on, as I 
said, followed Peter, who used to give teaching as 
necessity demanded but not making as it were, an 
arrangement: of the Lord's oracles, so that Mark 

did nothing wrong in this writing down single points 
as he remembered them. For to one thing he gave 
attention, to leave out nothing of what he had 
heard and to make no false statements of them.!' 4 


The Didache, composed the early part or middle of the 
Same century, has a parallel with Mark xii. 30, 31.° Justin 
Martyr referred also at about this time to the Gospel of Mark 


1. Fifth Similitude, iii. 1,2, in C. Taylor, The Shepherd of 
ES vol. 2, DP. 24; Stanton, op. cit., vol. 1, DD. ’ 

2. Twelfth Mandate, iv. 4, in C. Taylor, op. cit., vol. l, 
p. 161; Stanton, loo. cit. 

3. Third Vision, ix. 2 and xii. 3, in C. Taylor, op. cit., 
vol. 1, pp. 90-91, 96; Stanton, loc. cit. 

4, Quoted by Pamphilis Eusebius, The EccleBiastical History, 
III. xxxix. 15, translated by Kirsopp Lake, vol. 1, p. 297. 

Se Didache, 1:2-5, in Hall, op. cit., p. 125; Stanton, Op. 
cit., vol. Ls Pe 71. 
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as Peter's "Memoirs, "~ About three-fourths of the way through 
the second century, the Gospel was used by Tatian, who made a 
harmony of the Gospels in dyziae.” 


Irenaeus, who had lived in Rome and was Bishop of Lyons, 


3 


echoed the testimony of Papias,~ adding, however, data about 


the date of the composition of the Gospel. 


Now Matthew published among the Hebrews a 
written gospel also in their own tongue, while 
Peter and Paul were preaching in Rome and found- 
ing the Church. But after their death Mark also, 
the disciple and interpreter of Peter, himself 
handed down to us in writing the things which 
were preached by Peter, and Luke also, who was 
a follower of Paul, put down in a book the gos- 
pel which was preached by him 4 


Likewise from the last quarter of the second century 
comes the Muratorian Fragment discovered in the eighteenth 


century. Mutilated at its beginning, it opens thus in the 
middle of a statement about the writer of the Second Gospel: 


1. Dialogue with Trypho, cvi. 3, in A. Lukyn Williams, Justin > 

martyrs: The Dialogue with Trypho, p. 221; Nicol, op. cit., 
p. 185. 

2. J. Hamlyn Hill, The Earliest Life of Christ Ever Compiled 
from the Four Gospels, Be ng e Diatessaron of Tatian, pp. 

ff.; A. Ee J. Rawlinson, “Gospel of Mark,” in Encyclo- | 

paedia Britannica, 1929, vol. 14, p. 909b. 

5. Adversus Haereses, III. 1. 1, in F. R. Montgomery Hitchcock, 
The Treatise of Irenaeus of Lugdunum Against the Heresies, 
vol. 1, pe 83; Rawlinson, op. cit., pp. 909b-910a. 


4, pokes by Eusebius, op. cit., V. viii. 2, 3; vol. 1, p. 
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",.. Quibustamen interfuit et itaposuit. 1+ Allan Menzies has 
translated this "... among whom he was, and so he set it 

down. "7 Joseph Barber Lightfoot has translated it as follows: 
"At which however he was present, and so he set them down. "” 
The Gospel of Peter, a docetic document probably from the same 


4 
period, is said to have used the Gospel of Mark. 


In the opening and early part of the third century there 
came several testimonies. Tertullian defended the synoptic 


tradition in the following words; 


Of the apostles, therefore, John and Matthew first 
instil faith into us; whilst of apostolic men, Luke 
and Mark renew it afterwards. ... ...that which Mark 
published may be affirmed to be Peter's, whose inter- 
preter Mark was, 5 


Clement of Alexandria contradicted Irenaeus! statement about 


the date of the writing of the Gospel: 


While Peter was preaching openly at Rome in the 
presence of certain knights of Caesar, and put- 
ting forth much evidence to Christ, Mark, the 
follower of Peter, wrote at their request the 
Gospel which is called ‘according to Mark' out 


1. Samuel Prideaux Tregelles, Canon Muratorianus, leaf facing 
p. 10. pet UO eke coat a 


3. The Earliest Gospel, pp. 44-45. 

3. Essays on the Work Entitled Supernatural Religion, p. 189. 
4. wlinson, Op. Cit., p. 9O9b. 

5. Adversus Marcionem, IV. 2. 5, IV. 5. 9, in Peter Holmes, 


The Five Books of Quintus Sept. Flor. Tertullianus Against 
Marcion, pp. 180, 187. 
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of those things which were said by Peter, in 
order that they might be able to commit to mem- 
ory what was told, just as Luke is recognised 
to have described with his pen the Acts of the 
Apostles, and to have translated Paul's letter 
to the Hebrews. 1 


Eusebius reproduces as follows this testimony of Clement: 


And again in the same books Clement has united 
a tradition of the primitive elders with regard to 
the order of the Gospels as follows. He said that 
those Gospels were first written which include the 
genealogies, but that the Gospel according to Mark 
came into being in this manner: When Peter had 
publicly preached the word at Rome, and by the Spirit 
had proclaimed the Gospel, that those present, who 
were many, exhorted Mark, as one who had followed 
him for a long time and remembered what had been 
spoken, to make a record of what was said; and that 
he did this, and distributed the Gospel among those 
that asked him. And that when the matter came to 
Peter's knowledge he neither strongly forbade it 
nor urged it forward. 2 


Hippolytus, a church writer who lived in Rome, referred to a 
"Gospel to Mark" in placing "Mark of the maimed finger" along- 
Side Paul as an authoritative writers” Origen, in the first 

of his commentaries on Matthew, in naming the only four gospels 
he knew, spoke of: "Secondly, that according to Mark, who 

wrote it in accordance with Peter's instructions, whom also 


4 
Peter acknowledged as his son in the catholic epistle." 


| 1. 1 Peter, v. 13, as quoted by Kirsopp Lake and Silva Lake, 


An Introduction to the New Testament, p. 3277. 
8. Op. cit., VI. xiv. 5=7a; vol. 8, pp. 49, 51. 
3. Philosophumena, VII. 30. 1-2, in F. Legge, translator, 


Philosophumena, vol. 8, pp. 87-88. 
4. Quoted by Eusebius, op. cit., VI. xxv. 5; vol. 2, p. 75. 
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Eusebius, Bishop of Caesarea who lived in the latter half 
of the third century and the first haif of the fourth, places 


the writing of Mark's Gospel in the third year of the reign of 


the Emperor Claudius, that is, in A. D. 43.+ 


But a great light shone on the minds of the 
hearers of Peter, so that they were not satisfied 
with a single hearing or with the unwritten teaching 
of the divine proclamation, but with every kind of 
exhortation besought Mark, whose Gospel is extant, 
seeing that he was Peter's follower, to leave them 
&@ written statement of the teaching given them 
verbally, nor did they cease until they had per- 
suaded him, and so became the cause of the Scrip- 
ture called the Gospel according to Mark. And 
they say that the Apostle, knowing by the revela- 
tion of the spirit to him what had been done, was 
pleased at their zeal, and ratified the scripture 
for study in the churches. Clement quotes the 
story in the sixth book of the Hypotyposes, and 
the bishop of Hierapolis, named Papias, confirms 
him. He also says that Peter mentions Mark in 
his first Epistle, and that he composed this in 
Rome itself, which they say that he himself indi- 
cates, referring to the city metaphorically as 
Babylon, in the words, ‘the elect one in Babylon 
greets you, and Marcus my son.! 

They say that this Mark was the first to be 
sent to preach in Egypt the Gospel which he had 
also put into writing, and was the first to estab- 
lish churches in Alexandria itself. 2 


Eusebius dates thus this Alexandrian tradition: "In the eighth 
year of the reign of Nero Annianus was the first after Mark the 


Evangelist to receive charge of the diocese of Alexandria, "° 


1. Chronicle, acc. to S. D. F. Salmond, St. Mark, 1902, p. 26. 
2, The Ecclesiastical History, II. xv. lb-xvi. 1; vol. 1, 

pp. 143-145. 
Se Ibid., II. xxiv.; vol. 1, p. 179. 


— saan . Ore i | Ge Oa Sea “> a 
BAe, att a oa. 
a LR ~ ay } re 
; ea, 4; re. 


| | Yied xettal ad? nt bower oie s 
|| oonte .dervo% aig to tied sou 

y to oxfox off To THCY buts ont at riba On 
: Tee of 4A ao “ sa iso 


, + 


. oft to, ababat ost 0 god 
bo bteniea pees As, , a 
yatdoset nesé ftw 


to ‘hata yrove ase ¥. 20 ent 
,iaatxe et Letded-o8 ) are aries ttatto 
msitt avesl ox anes a fe 1 Ba a. . vat: 


“safe 


bork tra oF ee oe 
~alfover mit yd yatwosdk ,of 
asw.paoh aed bad fade mid. ov : 
etutatzoa edd betttiat bes Je 
odf¢ aecoup dts LO naae eae 
Drs ,68a¢ eft to dood Pee 
eutiiaoo ~astes= bomen By ypc to 
ait otal. anolicem retet tad t 2y5a 08 
at ald? beecquoo ef tent gr Mer ay 
~thixt tLeenist on tend you yoilt soLawin. See ae 
ac yilfsottodesism vé ko oft, oF amitxets 
nolydst mi sao toate eit* .abtow ed? it ‘ 
doa Ya booTtAl bas HO etoeTR. hare 
od ot terkt odd saw are obdd dedd yaa’ re, |, 
bad of gotdw Ieqeod oft tqgem af mp paris 3798 \ 
«datea ot sa bai ont ear bas, untiiag fonts | 
& ,tfeari sigbasxela at ante fo wet 1 a 


dstigto add nt" yaoltthett settbagxeta stdd oudy eetab au tde asa 4 
out AtaM testis taxlt oft eow eveelind ore to meteor ord to, t80¥ 


Cn sithnexefa to eeounth odd toe @qreado avie vex ot $e: fopaevt 


yy 


4 
aor 


ey Ta 37 


208 2c ,avet Ate ste >comiss of 2G re ds Heese! 
ft sfov 3f .tvnedl .vx il ,¥eetaia tf oitsa 


O9L" .G, cL. sLO¥ Pee: 


Epiphanius, Bishop of Constantia who was born early in 


the fourth century and died early in the fifth, reiterated the _ 


concept of a Markan mission to Egypt: 


But immediately after Matthew, Mark, having become 
an attendant of the holy Peter in Rome, had commit- 
ted to him the task of setting forth the Gospel. 
Having completed his work, he was sent by the holy 
Peter into the country of the Egyptians. 1 


Jerome, writing perhaps a few years later, said in his 
Letter to Hedibia that Paul had "Titus as interpreter, as al- 
so the blessed Peter had Mark, whose Gospel was composed, Pe- 

2 
ter narrating and he writing." In Catalogue of Illustrious 
Men he also held the position of Clement and Eusebius: a 

Mark, the disciple and interpreter of Peter, wrote 

a brief Gospel, at the request of the brethren in 

Rome, in accordance with what he had heard related 

by Peter, This Gospel, when it was read over to 


Peter, was approved of and published by his author- 
ity, to be read in the churches. 3 


Finally we have the evaluation of Augustine, Bishop of 


Hippo in North Africa at about the same period. After dis- 


cussing Matthew, Augustine says: 


Mark follows him closely, and looks like his atten- 
dant and epitomizer. For in his narrative he gives 
nothing in concert with John apart from the others; 
by himself separately, he has little to record; in 


1. Panarion, or Drugchest, as quoted by Salmond, op. cit. 
2. Quoted by ibid., p. 44. 
3. Ibid. 
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‘' Second Gospel of which he knew. 


conjunction with Luke, as distinguished from the 
rest, he has still less; but in concord with Mat- 
thew, he has a very large number of passages. Much, 
too, he narrates in words almost numerically and 
identically the same as those used by Matthew, where 
the agreement is either with that evangelist alone, 
or with him in conjunction with the rest. 1 


The early Church, viewing Mark thus as an abridger, did 
not value Mark highly. This arose perhaps from the fact that 


the sections in Mark not paralleled by Matthew or Luke com 


prise but a twentieth of the Second Gospel.* Although it ap- 


peared in the most ancient versions --— Old Latin, Syriac, and 


Egyptian --- of the New Testament and in the early lists of the 
canonical books of both the Egstern and Western branches of the 
Church,” yet Mark was not relatively highly regarded or atten- 
tively studied. There are manuscripts of the Gospels in which 
it stands fourth. * Victor of Antioch, fifth-century compiler 
and editor of the earliest known commentary on Mark,° com= 
plained that although Matthew and John had attracted a number 


of expositors and Luke a few, there was no commentary on the 
6 


1. De Consensu Evangelistarum, I. 2. 5, in William Findlay and 
S. D. Fe Salmond, translators respectively, The Sermon on 


the Mount and The Harmony of the Evangelists, p. 142. 
2. Nicol, op. cit., p. 180. 


3. J. Vernom Bartlet, St. Mark, p. 4. 
4, Rawlinson, op. cite, Peo 509b. 


5. Ibid. ; Henry B. Swete, The Gospel According to St. Mark, 
Pp. Cxivecxv. 
6. Swete, op. cit., p. xxxiv. 
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About 1915 there were said to be about five thousand ex- 
tant manuscripts and fragments of the Greek New Testament, + 
and only about thirteen hundred containing all or a part of 
Mark. ® The acceptance given the Second Gospel by the Church 
may also be seen in its use in the Book of Common Prayer: of 
the passages selected for use on Sundays and holy days, thir- 
ty-three are taken from Matthew, five from Mark, twenty-seven 
from Luke, and twenty-five from John (the texts for Sundays 
only are twenty from Matthew, two from Mark, seventeen from 


Luke, and fifteen from John).° 


B. Modern criticism of the Gospel of Mark: 


We have seen that from the second or third century on — 


from about the time of Clement of Alexandria —, Matthew was 


regarded as the earliest, or at least the most primitive, doc- 


ument, and that Mark was looked upon merely as an abbreviator 
of lesser value. 
The nineteenth century saw a great awakening of Markan 


criticism. Carl Lachmann in Studien und Kritiken for 1835 


1. Agnes S. Lewis, Light on the Four Gospels from the Sinai 
Palimpsest, p. 18; and Charles F. Sitterly, e Canon, 


Pe 39. 
3. Robert Henry Lightfoot, History and Interpretation in the 
Gospels, p. 2n. 


Text, and Manuscripts of the New Testament, p. 39. 
2. Willoughby Charles Allen, The Gospel According to St. Mark, 
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noted that Matthew and Luke presuppose Mark's order of pre- 
sentation of material.+ This opened the door for a definite 
statement of a new concept, the priority of Mark, and in 1838 
that note was sounded by both Christian Herman Weisse® and 
Christian Gottlob Wilke.° In 1845 one who signed himself 
"Philosophotos Aletheias" replied in favor of Mark's extraction 
from Matthew and Luke.* Ferdinand Christian Baur supported the 
the latter, the traditional position in 1847.5 Seven years 
later Adolf Hilgenfeld declared the order to be Matthew, Mark, 
Luke.& A steady stream of supporters, however, appeared to | 
establish as a basic assumption of study the priority of Mark: | 
Edward Reuss (1842),’ A. Ritschl (1850),° H. Ewald (1850),” 

A. Reville (1862),2° and H. J. Holtzmann (1863) ,14 


1. Ibid., pp. 7-10; and J. Wellhausen, Einleitung in die drei 
ersten Evan elien, p. 43; according to Francis Crawford 
Burkitt, The Gospel History and Its Transmission, pp. 37-38. 
2. Die Evangelise e Geschichte kritisch und philosophisch 
earbeitet, 2 vols., according to Albert Schweitzer, The 
uest of the Historical Jesus, translated by W. Montgomery, 
L91 pp. 121-124. 
3. Der Urevangelist; according to Ibid., p. 124. 
4. Die Evangelien, ihr geist, ihre Verfasser, und ihr Ver- 
itnis zu einander; according to ibid., p. 12é4n. 
5. Kritische Untersuchungen uber die kanonischen Evangelien, 
according to ibid., p. 1a4. 
6. Die Evangelien, nm, according to ibid. 


7. Die Geschichte der heiligen Schriften des Neun Testaments, 
agcording to ibid. 


8. Die Entstehung de: der altkatholischen Kirche, according to 
ibid. 


9. Phe drei ersten ee according to ibid. 
10. Etudes cece ete Sur 1'fvangile selon St. Matthieu, ac- 
cording to ibid. 


11. Die synoptischen Evangelien, according to ibid. 
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Although there have been occasional recalcritrants, this prin- 
ciple has now become firmly fixed in synoptic research. As | 
recently as 1922 it has been held by H. G Jameson that Mark 
was formed out of Matthew and by W. Lockton that it was ex- 
tracted from Luke ,* but these opinions are the exception. The | 
reasons for affirming Mark's priority have been summarized dur- 
ing the past generation by Carl S. Patton,° Burnett H. Street- | 
er,* and Vincent Taylor.° 

Following upon this groundwork the date of the writing of | 
Mark has been variously assigned to the decades immediately 
preceding and to that following the Fall of Jerusalem in A. D. 
70. This general consensus does not pay much heed to such ex- | 
treme deviators as W. C. Allen, who thinks A. D. 44-49 to be 
the most likely time;® nor to Gustaf Adolf van den Bergh van | 
Eysinga, who holds that the Second Gospel was written after thel 


First; ” 


nor to P. L. Couchoud, who, believing that Mark read 
8 


| 
Hermas, pleads for a date after A. D. 135. Adolf von Harnack 


1. In The Origin of the Sets Gospels, Oxford, 1922, ac- 
cording to A. H. McNeile, An Introduction to the New Tes— 


tament, p. 50. 


6. 
7. 


2. In Church Quarterly Review, July, 1922, according to ibid. 
3. Sources of the Synoptic Gospels, pp. 13-16. 
e Four Gospels, pp. 157-169, 


| 8."Qiiels livres St. Marc a-t-il lus?® 


The Gospels: A Short Introduction, second edition (1933), 
pp. —53. 


Op. Ccit., pp. 4-6; cf. the Eusebius tradition, footnote 5, 
page 7, thesis. , 
La Littérature Chrétienne Primitive, p. 52. | 
Hibbert Journal, October, 


1932) po 7. 
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Places the composition of the Gospel in the sixth decade at 
the latest.- Those men who would place it at A. D. 60-70 in- 


| clude the following: Bartlet, Burkitt, ° Orello Cone,* Fred— 


5 6 


erick C. Grant, McNeile, Arthur S. Peake,’ Plummer, ° Raw- 


linson, ? James Hardy Ropes, -°saimond, +1streeter,*swete, 15 


Taylor,?“and Johannes Weiss.+> Menzies splits the line, say- 


ing that if the date is not before A. D. 70, it is not long 
after that year, +6 The following men have placed the date of 
writing in the eighth decade; Benjamin W. Bacon, +? B. Harvie 
Branscomb , +8 Edgar J. Goodspeed, 19 Adolf J&licher, °° James 


1. New Testament Studies IV: The Date of the Acts and of the 
Synoptic Gospels, translated by J. R. Wilkinson, pp. 126, 
133. 


me Op. cit., PP. 41-42, 
3. Earliest Sources of the Life of Jesus, p. 86. 


| 4 Gospel-Criticism and Historical Christianity, p. 172. 
| 5. The Growth of the Gospels, p. 34. 

6. Op. cit., -pp. oLe 

7. A Critical Introduction to the New Testament, p. 122. 


1] 8. Op. Cc was Pp. KXXX—-XXX1. 
9. St. Mark, pp. xvi, xxix—-xXxx. 


10. The Apostolic Age in the Light of Modern Criticism, ed. of 
1921, De 2827. 


ll. Op. cit., pp. 25-27. 

12. Op. cit., p. 499. 

13. Op. cite, pp. xxxix-xl. 

14, OP cite, 58-59. 

15. e History of Primitive Christianity, completed after the 
author's death by Rudolf Knopf, translated by friends and 
edited by Grant, vol. 2, p. 655. 

16, = cit., pp. 39=-40. 

LY e Beginnings of Gospel Story, pp. xxxi-xxxiii. 

18. e Gospel of Mark, pp. xix=xxxi, xxxvii. 

| 19. An Introduction to the New Testament, pp. 147-148, 

20. An Introduction to the New Testament, pp. 323-324. 
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woffatt,? Claude G. Montefiore, * F. Nicolardot,*% Otto Pflei- 
derer,* Ernest F. Scott, and G. Volkmar. ® 

Having surveyed the conclusions of a variety of writers 
concerning the priority and date of the Second Gospel, let us 
turn now to the problem of its authorship. Although Henry J. 
Cadbury has sounded the warning that Marcus is the commonest 
Latin name and that Christian tradition tends to bring into 
coalescence all persons in the New Testament of the same name, 
the majority of scholars believe that we are dealing with just 
one John Mark.® Allen,? Bartiet;+°9 Branscomb, Burkitt,1 
Maurice Jones,+5 Pfleiderer,+* Plummer,+5 Rawlinson,}® sai- 


mond, +? Stanton (with reservations concerning interpolations 


An Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament, 
pp. ela, oat 


The Synoptic Gospels, vol. 1, pp. xxiii, xli., 
Les Hroetidc de redaction des trois premiers Evangelistes, 
pp. 3 3 8. 
Primitive Christianity, vol. 2, p. 96. 
e Literature of the New Testament, pp. 56-57. 
According to Jalicher, op. Cit., Dp. 324. 


The Making of Luke-Acts, Dp. 
Acts xii. , Xli. 4; Mark xiv. 51; Acts xii. 25, xiii. 4- 


13, xv. 37; Col. iv. 103; Acts xv. 39; Col. iv. 10; Philemon 
23; I Peter v. 13; II Timothy iv. 11. 


10. 


The Gospel of Mark, pp. xxxi-xxxviii. 
ps La « Cit., De e 
12. Maurice Jones, The Four Gospels: Their Literary History 
is and Special Characteristics, pp. —24. 
- Op. cit., vol. @, Dp. e 
14. De cit., pp. xv-xviii. 
Op. ei @9 pp. xvi, XXX—-xXXxi. 


15. 
16. (®) e ci e pp. 6-9. 
oo att cit., pp. 181-182. 


LT's 


"Gospels," in Dyctionary of the Apostolic Church, edited by 
James Hastings, vol. 1, p. 475b. | 
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9. Op. cit. > Pp. 4-5, 


and revisions), Taylor,/ B. Weiss,* and Arthur Wright, all 
agree in assigning the authorship of the Gospel to Mark. 
Lightfoot says the author may or may not have been this Mark.* 
Grotius, SChleiermacher, and others have distinguished two | 
men by this name in the records.” Montefiore likewise cannot | 
bring all the references to focus on one John Mark; he regards” 
the Gospel as an anonymous compilation. © It has been held | 
that it was a written Roman report to the Roman legate of Sy- 
ria.’ The general consensus of opinions is, however, clear 
and not cancelled by the few dissenting opinions set forth. 

The question as to the place where the Gospel was written 
finds students agreeing and disagreeing in just about the same 
measure as upon Mark's authorship. We quote first the skepti- 
cal statement of Moffatt: ".....beyond the vague inferences 
which may be drawn from his connection with Peter and the lat— 
ter's connection with Rome, there is no evidence, internal or | 
external, to suggest the church for which, or the place at 


which, the Gospel was composed."8 It has been assigned by 


Allen to Palestine,” and Wellhausen leans toward Jerusalem in 


lL. Op. cit., pe xii. 
2. A Manuel of Introduction to the New Testament, translated 


by A. J. K. Davidson, vol. 2, pp. 256-262. 
3.e The Composition of the Gospels, pp. 18-20. 
4. Lightfoot, op. cit., p. xii. 
5. Cone, op. cit., pp. xiv~-xxxi. | 
6. Op. cit., pe 161. | 


7. Martin, Earliest Gospel Writings as Political Documents, 
pp e 424-4 e 


8. Op. cit., D. 237. 
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| 
particular.+ G. C. Storr of Tibingen preferred Antioch,® and | 
Birks pointed to Caesarea.” St. Chrysostom inferred*from Euse—. 
bius' statement*® that the Gospel had been written in Egypt. 
A. Loisy and Montefiore have said that perhaps it was Rome; ° 
Ropes has taken about the same position.® Harnack has said | 
| 
that a final revision of Mark may have been done in that city.” 
Despite Jilicher's statement that it "still remains a mere hy- | 
pothesis, "8 a majority of men have taken the stand for a Roman | 
| origin. This group includes Bacon,” Bergh van Eysinga, 1° 
 Branscomb,2+ cone,1? Goodspeed,+3 meNeile,+4 Plummer,+5 Raw~ 
linson,+® saimond,+? William Sandey,+® streeter, 19 swete, 20 
| 1. According to Harnack, op. cit., p. 132n. 
| 8. According to Sanday, ae cit., p. 20. 
3. Horae Evangelicae, p. » according to ibid., p. 20. | 
4. According to Rawlinson, "Gospel of Mark," in Encyclopedia 
Britannica, p. 910a. | 
4a. The Ecclesiastical History, II. xvi. 1. 
5. Op. cit., pp. x i-x i 
} 6. Op. cit., Pe 227. 
1] bc Op. ci @9 pp. 132-133. 
| 8. «6 Gas Ppp. 322-323. 
| te Is Mark a Roman Gospel?, pp. 99-106. 
1 e ° Cit. De be || 
1Y. Gp. cit., DP. xXV=xviii. } 
18. e cit., De LTWke 1 
13. Gp. ect., p. 147. | 
14. e cit., pp. 36-37. | 
15...Op. Gite, P. 20. | 
16. Op. cit., pp. xV-xvi, XXV, Xxx. | 
it. Op. cit., pp. 20-23. 
18. "The Conditions under which the Gospels were written, their 
peanine upon some difficulties of the Synoptic Problem," 
nN op. cit., p. 34. 
= 19. Op. cit., pp. 488-491. 
S20. Op. Git., Dp. xxxix. 
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" and Taylor. 


The sources and units of material which go to make up the 
Gospel have been the subject of long and varied research, de- 
bate, and reconstruction. We can but summarize here some of 
the suggestions that have been put forward. 

The Petrine tradition is found in Mark by many, despite 
Lightfoot's caution that the Papias tradition may perhaps be 
understood as arising from apologetic weivin ae and despite 
the fact thata mass of material associated with Peter has 
survived (I and II Peter, a Gospel according to Peter, the 
Preaching of Peter, and books of the Acts of Peuselr Allen 
finds that Peter's teaching is in Mark, suggesting that Mark 
and Q, the say ings-source common to Matthew and Luke, may | 
haps have been two recensions of the Petrine tradition.” Bur= 
kitt, who finds no evidence in the Second Gospel, except in 
chapter 13, of previous written sources, believes Peter to 
have been Mark's main, though not only, source.” Goodspeed, 
who finds in Mark neither Q nor what he terms the “Oral Gos- 
pel" usad by Paul, finds our Gospel coming near to being Pe- 


trine Memoirs. Maurice Jones also holds the latter uonitdons? 


1, Op. Ext.) Pp» 99. 

a Op. cit., De xiin. 

3. Op, cit., pp. 217-218. 
4, Op. cit., pp. T=9. 

5e Op. cit cit., Ppp. 94-99, 
6. Op. cit., pp. 131-138. 
T. Op. .Git., pp. 24-29. 


Julicher regards Mark as a collector of varied sources, but 

as dependent mainly upon Peter.+ Lake contends that any one 
looking simply at the New Testament itself would guess that 
Mark had Paul as his source, and that precisely because it 
contradicts this impression, the Christian tradition about 
Peter's influence is to be trusted. T. W. Manson supports 
this tradition, regarding the Gospel as containing evidence of 
the record of an eye-witness.° H. C. H. Von Soden thinks that 


Mark used Petrine material, but makes the reservation that a 


later editor added from other sources.* Wright speaks in terms. 


of Peter's memoirs.°© 

Branscomb looks back, not to direct Petrine remiscences, 
but to an indirect heritage through short, written documents 
and oral tradition.© Wicolardot comes out in a definite denial 
that Mark was either an eye-witness himself or a disciple of 
Peter.” 

In 1864 B. Weiss laid the groundwork for investigating 
the relations of Mark to Q when he suggested a fundamental 
"Apostolic Source," or "Original Gospel," for all three synop- 


tic gospels; ® in suggesting that Mark was familiar with this 


Ig cL oa pp. 319-321. 
Be Up. cit e3 Ppp. 24-25. 


Se Ths Teaching of Jesus, pp. 23ff., according to D. T. Row- 
lingson, Research in Synoptic Gospels Since 1918, pp. 156-7, 

4, Op. cit., p. 172. 

5. Op. cit., Ppp. 14-18, 21-24. 

6. Op. cit., pp. xxii-xxvi. 


7. Op. cit., pp. 298-300. 
8. Ae to eer oo cite, Pp. ieee 
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common source he did not, however, mean that this necessarily 
involvel the actual copying of Q.+ Burton Scott Easton, who 


finds that Mark used small tradition cycles, written or oral, 


also finds a use of Q.* Others who believe that Mark was de- 
pendent on Q include Nicolardot,® Patton, * and A. Resch;° 
Streeter says that Mark wrote to Supplement Q, using it toa 
limited extent, mutilating and conflating the sayings in quot- 
ing from memory © Wernle similarly finds a small use of Q by 
| Mark. ¢ 

Harnack has a concept of indirect relationship with Q, 
that is, acquaintance with but not actual use of it.2 Monte- 
| fiore finds evidence of sources which may have been written 


in Aramaic and which Matthew and Luke may have known, perhaps 


Qc” Menzies says that Mark did not give us all the 
sayings he knew, 19 


l. - Cit., pp. 246-249. 

2. Cefist in the Gospels, pp. 3-4, 18-20. 

Se 3s cit., p. eld. 

4, e C @»9 pp. 235=—2836. 

5. According to Stanton, op. cit., p. 49n. 
Oxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem, pp. 816-220; "St. 
Mark's Knowledge and Use of 4," in ibid., pp. 165-184, 


Te According to Patton, Op. cit., Pe 234. 

8. Ibid., p. 234; George D. Castor, Matthew's Sayings of 
Jesus; the Non-Markan Common Source of Matthew and Luke, 
pp. 1L89— e 

9. Op. cit., pd. 26-27. 

10. Op. cit., pp. xxxiii. 


6. "The Literary Evolution of the Gospels," in William Sanday's 
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With this latter statement Aythur Temple Cadoux takes 
issue, holding this idea to be dubious because it is based 
upon the assumption that the summarizing phrases could not 
have been in the sources.- Others who deny the use of Q by 
Mark include Castor; Jd. Me Crum, ° who says they agree "be- 
cause they are trustworthy" and differ "because they are 


4 5 
independent;" Holdsworth; M. J. Lagrange; ° Plummer; ’ 


Stanton; ® 


and Wellhausen, who, although saying that between 
9 

Mark and Q "independence is not to be thought of," holds 

that the latter is dependent upon the former. +0 


To conclude our survey of the relation of Mark to the 


Petrine tradition and to Q, we turn to those students who find 


evidence of dependence on both those sources. Bartlet calls 


the Petrine form of the oral tradition in Mark "X“Eu. ne aiso 


terms another stratum of tradition present—-"X""; and since 
he denies that Q was a written document, it might be identi- 


fied with his "x®,s11 Bacon, who reconstructs from Q a 


ts The Sources of the Second Gospel, p. 13. 

° e Git. PPe 89— 

9 The Original Jeruselen Gospel, pp. 167-190. 

5. 42 git. PP. "109-111. 

6. angile Selon S. Marc, pp. cviiif., according to Cadoux; 


Git., PP. 14, 
Te Op. ote pp. xviii-xxl, 
8. Pe Cc ey PD. 109-112. 
9. Acc. to Patton, op. cit., p. 234. 
10. Acc. to Stanton, op. cit., p. 11 
ll. Op. cit., pe 8-22. 
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source "S", says Mark used the Lukan form of it and also 
Petrine discourses;~ in 1925 he said Mark used Q sparingly, 
with the object of getting data for his account of Jesus;* 

but in 1927 he concluded that Mark omitted out of ignorance, 
not out of design.°© Cone found the writer of our Gospel to 
have had Peter as one of his sources and to have been 

familiar with Q, though perhaps not dependent upon it.4 Grant 
in a rather detailed analysis finds Mark's sources to be Q, 
the Petrine tradition, the "Little Apocalypse," (chapter 13) 


a source of controversies which he calls "C," a body of anti- 


Jewish polemics providing order and sequence for long sections 


of the Gospel, some narrative material lacking a Petrine 
touch, and some legendary sources.” Pfleiderer speaks of 
Peter's oral tradition and an Aramaic common source of all 


three synoptists and which contained the "Little Apocalypse. "° 


Rawlinson says that the very fact that the Gospel originated 


in Rome would identify it with Peter;’ he further holds that 


Mark was acquainted with a Roman form of Q and assumed his 


1. Op. cit., pp. xix-xxiii. 
3. Whe Genpal of Mark; Its Composition and Date, p. 318. | 
Se =e $0Ty Of Jesus and the Beginning of the Church, pp. 172-— 


4, Op. cit., PD. 161-166. 
5. Ope cit., pp. 127, 129-135, 143-148. 
e C 


6. e PDe 91-95. 
bg of Mark" in Encyclopedia Britannica, Vol. 14, po. 
Be Ly eels: a rhe st 
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_ readers to be familiar with it.2 


Salmond finds evidence of Peter's discourses; perhaps a 
written source for chapters 6, 13, and the beginning of 14; 
and possibly Q in a few passages, especially in chapter n° 
Sanday says Mark used Peter's preaching and oral tradition; 
whether he used a written document is an open question, says 
this critic, though holding that Q was used somewht.° Scott, 
regarding the Gospel as a combination of several earlier 
documents, finds both Petrine and Q elements; he notices 


particularly a falling-off of the autoptic character in 


those parts of the narrative at which P,ter was not present. * 


J. Weiss in 1903 found the Gospel to be composed of material 
derived from Peter, "controversial and pedagogic dialogues! 
recorded by disciples, four sections characteristic of Q, 
further sayings of Jesus, and legendary and secondary mater- 
ial.” | 

In addition to these sources, a special source or 
sources for chapter 13, "Little Apocalypse," has been felt 
necessary by many men. Colani in 1864 was the first to sug- 


gest that we have here sayings which have been combined with 


i. St. Mark, pp. xxxviii-xl. 

Be Op. cit., Pe 13 

3. Ops cit.) pp. 12, 13. 

4. Op. cit., pp. 57-9. Die &lteste Evangelium, 

5. Easton, op. cit., pp. 9-10;/acc. tO Rawlinson, Op. cit., 
De ZLi¢ 
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a short Jewish Christian Apocalypse. = Bacon believes that 
the nucleus of the apocalypse may be dated A.D. 40, that 


Paul in his Thessalonian epistles represented a form adopted 


after the assassination of Gaius in 41,. and that chapter 

13 in Mark represents a second modification.* Burkitt looks 
upon it as a fly-sheet from which the eschatological chapter 
at the end of the Didache was derived; this is the only part 


of Mark for which he finds evidence of a previously written 


source.” C, H, Dodd agrees that this chapter appears to be 


4 Grant places its origin in 


an independent composition. 
A. D. 66, two years before his date for the compilation of 


5 
the Gospel itself. Holdsworth, though denying that Mark 


usually shows a tendency to conflate, believes that in 

chapter 13 the writer has woven two discourses into his | 
Gospel.® Eduard Meyer finds the apocalypse to be a writing 

having nothing to do with the historical Jesus, but rather, 

@ tract created by the oldest Christian commmity.’ Moffatt 


calls this passage a flyleaf from the seventh decade, listing 


1. Acc. to Taylor, op. cit., p. 57. 


e. The Gospel of ae its Composition and Date, p. 319. 
Se De C ° PPe 5~-54. 

4, The Apostolic Preaching and its Development, p. 115. 
5. Ope cit., De 34. 


6+ Op. cit., pp. 11}-113. 


7. Ursprung und Anfange des Christentums, pp. 125 ff.) acc. to 
Row. ingson, Ope cit., PDP. 9-160, 
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as authorities who support him in attributing it toa 


Palestinian Jewish Christian the following: Colani, F. Ernest 


Renan, Hausrath, Holtzmann, Keim, Paul Wernle, Wendt, 


and Stanton.- 


Taylor finds Jewish Christian apocalypse in 
verses 7-8, 14-20, and 24-27; he dates this as coming 
from the seventh decade from a prophet who warned Christians 


to make just such a withdrawal as they did across the Jordan 


to Pella when Jerusalem was neeanen = N. P. Williams admits 


that we deal here with an apocalypse, but questions whether 


we can know that it: existed as a separate document and that 
Jesus could not have uttered these Lei thy 

There remain to be mentioned several other source- 
theories which have been proposed but have not been widely 
accepted. Bergh van Eysinga says that Mark and Matthew had 
as a common source the Gospel to the cabiape: Cadoux finds 
three distinct and recoverable sources present, "The Pales— 
tinian Gospel," "The Gospel of the Dispersion," and "The 
Gentile Gospel. "” Couchoud finds Mark to be dependent 


upon Polybius, Hermas, and the Didache.° Eduard Meyer 


lL. Op. cit., pp. 207-209. 

&. Eusebius, The Ecclesiastical History, III. v. 3; vol. l, 
pp. 199-201. 

Se Op. cit., Pe 416. 

4. Ope cit., Pe 50. 

5. Op. Cit., pp. 3840, 41, 59, 82. 

6. Op. cite, pp. 26-37. 
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believes he can trace two sources, "Zwolferquelle" and 
"Jungerquelle;" in addition he maintains there were separate 
sources for Mark vi. 30 to viii. 26 and for chapter tee 

W. M. Fe. Petrie has mechanically divided the material into 
what he believes constitute six classes of documents: (1) 
what he calls the "Nucleus," the triple tradition preserved 
in identical order by each synoptist, constituting two-fifths 
of the Gospel of Mark; (2) episodes occurring in two gospels 
in the same relation to the Nucleus; (3) episodes in the 

same relation to each other but inserted at different parts 
of the structure by the synoptists; (4) episodes from a 
document which has been scattered in the same order but 
widely separated; (5) units of material, perhaps from oral 
tradition, scattered in a different order in each gospel; 

and (6) the single tradition.” Emil Wendling, although ad- 
mitting that a Petrine tradition is present,° declared in 
1905 that the writer "governed by dogmatic theories," had 
unskilfully combined two sources, one of terse statements, 
4 


and one of wonder-stories. 


Following upon the authorship, origin, and sources, 


Acc. to Rowlingson, op. cit., p. 282. 
Wm. Petrie, 


The Growth of the Gospels as shown b 
Structural Criticism, pp. 14-17, a 


Acc. to S;anton, Ope cit., pp. 172-173. 
AcGe to Easton, op.7e rey 14. 


the related problem of the original language of the Gospel 


| naturally arises. Allen says that it was simply a translation | 


of an Aramaic original; he attributes the approximately one 
hundred and fifty uses of the historic present tense to the 
translation of Aramaic participles. Fe. Blass contends 

that the first part of Acts is based upon an Aramaic continu- 


ation of his Gospel by Mark, and that accordingly Mark's 


earlier work must also have been in Aramaic.” C. Fe Burney 


was also among those holding the Gospel to be a translation 


3 


from Aramaic. The Second Gospel's language has been called 


"translation Greek" by Lagrange, and a "virtual translation" 


4 


by J. H. Moulton. C. C. Torrey argues for Aramaic originals 


for all four Gospels.° Wellhausen believes Mark to be largely 
a translation from one or more Aramaic documents. © Lake 


says it may be a translation from Aramaic, but he leans more 


toward viewing it as a composition from Greek sources.” 


Montefiore says it may have been Greek from the outset.® 


1. Op. cit., PPe 293, 295-299. 

2 Philology of the Gospels, chapter xi, according to 
Pfleiderer, op. cit., p. 41. 

3e According to Lake, op. cite, pp. 8=9. 

4, According to Rawlinson, op. cite, p. xxxiii. 

5. According to McNeile, op. Cit., De 42. 

6. According to Bacon, Is Mark a Roman Gospel? p. 49. 


76 Op. cit., PP. 8-9, 
8. Op. Cite, p. xxxiii. 
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McNeile points out that there is no early tradition that Mark 
i 

is a translation,* and Julicher calls the idea that a Hebrew 

or Aramaic document underlies the Second Gospel "conspicu- 


"® Rawlinson says: "I+ is, in fact, the 


ously. ill-judged. 
Greek written by a Jew who was an imperfect Greek scholar, 
and who habitually thought in Aramaic. But it is not, as 
Greek, a translation from the Aramaic..s.."* Paul W. 
Schmiedel reiterates that Mark as we have it is definitely 
not a translation.* Other men who affirm that our Gospel was 
written in Greek and not as a mere translation are Bacon? 


Moffatt,° Plummer, ’ Salmond, ® Stanton, ” Swete, 7° Taylor, t+ 


and Theodore Zahn. ?* 


As the last Markan problem which we shall discuss in 


this division of the paper, we turn now to the question of the | 


editions through which the Gospel may have passed. The issues — 


lL. Op. cit., pe 41. 
Be Op. cit., De 322. 
3. Rawlinson, op, cit., pp. xxxiii-xxxiv. 

4, "Gospels, Historical and Synthetical," in T. K. Cheyne 
and J. Sutherland Black, Encyclopedia Biblica, vol. II, 
1870-2, 1891. 

Be Op. cit., PPe 48-55. 


6. Op. cit. pd. 236. 
7. Ode Oteggy Ds xxl. 


8. Op. cits po. 18-19. 
9 e OD. Cc + e DDe 202-203. 
10. Op. cit. pp. xl-xliii. 


ll. Op. cit., p. 59. 
18. Acc. to Bacon, op. cit., Dp. 52. 
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around which the debate revolves are matters of structure, 
literary style, theological tendency, and the variations of 
Matthew and Luke with Mark. 

Let us first consider theories of an Urmarcus, that is, 


of an edition of Mark, earlier than our present one, which 


earlier edition is said to have been used by Matthew and Luke. 


Moffatt identifies an Urmarcus with the Papias tradition;+ 


| 


he lists as his supporters in this stand S. Davidson, J. Ernest 


Renan, Schleiermacher, Scholten, von Soden, and Wendt.” 
Defenders of this hypothesis with or without reference to 
the Papias tradition have been Oredner, Kostlin, Loisy, 

A. Réville, Reuss, Schmiedel, and J. Weiss.° Montefiore 
also believes that either an Uymarcus or one of Mark's 
sources was written in Aramaic at the middle of the first 
century.* Moffatt, P. Ewald, Reuss, von Soden, J. Weiss, 
and Wendling believe that the Urmarcus was shorter than 
our Mark.” Weizsacker concurs with this view.” That 


there is a variety of opinion about this theory i8 shown by 


his ie) °e cit., pp. 226-227. 
2. According to Moffatt, op. cit., p. 192. 
3. According to ibid., p. 19én. 

4. Op. cit., p. xxiii. 

5. Moffatt, op. cit., pp. 192-193. 

6. According to B. Weiss, op. cit., vol. 2, pp. 249-250. 
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1 
the fact that, in contrast, Holtzmann, 
2 


Schenkel, Réville, 


and Weisse have held that the earlier document was the 


larger. Torrey's early Aramaic original is likewise postu- 


3 
lated as larger than our Gospel. Crum has in effect an 


Urmarcus theory when he finds two authors, Mark I, a simple, 


straightforward writer, and Mark II, an editor and amplifier. * 


M. Goguel also supposes a Mark I and II in an effort to 


explain Luke's "Great Omission" of Mark vi. 45 to viii. 26, 
but this critic says that both Mark I and Mark II are by 
the same author. George A. Barton similarly says that 


Mark composed the first edition of his Gospel ca. 50-51 for 


} use in missions founded by Barnabas and himself, and that he 


- published a second edition ca. 68-70, probably in Rome, 


adding vi. 46 to viii. 26 and a few scattered verses. Bacon 


denies the Urmarcus theory in the sense that Matthew and 
Luke used significantly different versions from the canonical 


but does believe that our Mark shows evidence of 


several stages of stratification.” William W. Holdsworth 


1. According to ibid., pp. 249-250. 


2. According to Moffatt, 


op. cit., p. 192. 
3. According to Donald W. R e, "Aramaic Gospels and the 


Synoptic Problem," Journal of Biblical Literature, 1935, 
3: 127-138. 

4. J. Me. C. Crum, St. Mark's Gospel: Two Stages of its Making, 
Ppe 1-3, 65-81. 

5. Rowlingson, op. cite, p. 129. 


6. The tigate Age and the New Testament, pp. 62-64, 114-115, 
7. Story of Jesus and the Beginnings of the Church, pp. 110- 
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likewise rejects a standard Urmarcus view, but finds evidences 
of recensions in the tavaaii.. MeNeile,~ Rawlinson,” and 
Stanton lean still further from the Urmarcus hypothesis, 
although detecting indications of minor interpolations and 
‘revisions. Positive rejections of the theory are registered 
by Burkitt;2 Cadoux;® Julicher, who ways it rests not upon 
a study of Mark itself, but upon a desire for an easier solu- 
tion of the synoptic problem; ¢ Patton; & Plummer; 9 Sanday; 19 
and B. Weiss.-+ 
Over against this conception of an earlier form of Mark 
stands the hypothesis of later editions of the Gospel. MeNeile 
is confident that it has been “touched up" in later Re 
Sanday says that both Matthew end Luke used a later edition 


1 
than canonical Mark, 2 Stanton sees evidence of moderate 


aa@iitions,.* 


le Op, cite, pp. 109, 119-128. 

2. Op, cit., pp. 50-54. 

de Op. eit., pp. xxxvi-exxxviii. 

4. Op. o1k., pe. 180. 

5. Op. cit., pp. 40-42, 58-62, 
1 


13.. Op. e¢t., ps 21. 
14. Op. cit., pp. 167-168. 
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Wilke likewise believed there had been later editions,= Sir 
J. C. Hawkins and W. Soltau, however, opposed this general 
idea, allowing but slight exceptions.” Pfleiderer® and 
Renan, * agreed that the Gospel did not undergo any later ex- 
pension except in its ending. 


In addition to these explanations, several theories of 


three recensions have appeared. Wilhelm Bussmann has sug- 
gested the theory of (1) G, the "Geschichtsquelle," used 

by Luke; (2) B, an edition of G by Galilean; and (3) E, our 
Mark, a recension by @ xXoman Christian.° Rather similar to 
this presentation is that of Arthur Wright, who has en- 
visioned (1) a Proto-Mark, preserved in Luke; (2) a Deutero- 
Mark, preserved in Matthew; and (3) a Trito-Mark, our 
present Mark. ®© Wendling's theory, set forth by him in 1905 
in his Urmarcus and later amplified in his Die Entstehung 
des Marcusevangeliums, sets up recensions by three writers; 
(1) M1, a terse, straightforward writer, a historian; (2) 
M2 an imaginative writer adding miracle-stories; and (3) M3 


7 


or Ev, a doctrinal writer, a theologian. Patton, in making 


1. Acc. t ii 4 r 7 le “hag 
« Acc. to/Weiss, op. cit.,/p. 2 
2. Ace. to Stanton, op. cit., Vol, 2; p. 168n. 


3. 0 e cit. PPe 96=- . 

od ata ae. VeGeead. 40 Leia, 

5. Synopt i sone Studien 1. 43 ff., Acc. to Rowlingson, op. cit. 
PPe 32- 3 ° 


6. @) ° cit., PPe 117-118. 
7. Acc. to Norman P. Williams, "A Recent Theory of the Origin 
of St. Mark's Gospel,” in Sanday, op. cit., pp. 390-402. 
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a vocabulary analysis, finds a lack of any proof of this 
hypothesis.+ John FE, Symes says that structural difficulties 
which bother Wendling can be solved by remembering that Mark 
used several sources, and goes on to say in reference to the 
style of writing: 
Obviously Mark may have been a man able to 

narrate a simple incident simply, and yet with 

some thing of the poet and something of the 

theologian in him. There is therefore no 

CimuTie weed ene 
N. P. Williams likewise says that there is no necessity for 
postulating different authors, that different subjects would 
require different treatment by the same author, and that 
doublets are to be expected unless we are to regard every 
saying and event of Jesus! life as unique.” He goes on to 
set forth his own theory of recensions: (1) The present 
Gospel without the "Great Interpolation" and without chapter 
13, compiled perhaps by John Mark; (2) the present Gospel 
with chapter 13 but not the "great Interpolation," which 
form Luke is said to have used; and (3) the present Gospel 


as it stands, used by Matthew.“ 


dey 0 e cit. PPe 77-87. 

Be The Evolution of the New Testament, p. 217. 
3. Ope cit., Pod. 35-4206 
i: eae oy PD. 420-421, 
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In the face of all these complex hypotheses, a note of 
simplicity has been struck by Goodspeed, who says Mark looks 
like a primitive, unrevised document ,+ and by Ropes, who 
says that it is "widely held that we have in our possession 
substantially the book which Mark wetecs. 

Looking back over the swift survey we have made of these 
Markan problems, we find that many advances have been made 
in the past century in the study of this Gospel. We have 
seen the priority or the Second Gospel recognized and the 
document itself dated by most students as coming from either 
the decade preceding or that following the Fall of Jerusalem 
in A. De 70. The authorshiv of John Mark has been observed 
to be generally agreed upon. The question of sources is 
not so simple; some kind of relationship of Mark to the 
Petrine tradition has generally been affirmed; the use of an 
apocalyptic source for chapter 13 has been suggested by quite 
@ number of men; conclusions have been more varied concern- 
ing the use of oral tradition, small units or cycles of 
material, and Q and other documents. Despite the suggestions 
of a group holding that the Gospel was written originally in 


Aramaic, the consensus of the majority may be said to point 


Ls Op. cit., De Lat. 
Be Ope Cite, De 227. 
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to Greek. The problem of possible editions has many con- 
flicting hypotheses of an earlier Mark, of a later Mark, of 
three recensions, and of simply one edition. I+ is not the 
purpose of this paper to enter into debate of these various 
Markan questions summarized here. We have presented this 
survey rather as a laying of an essential foundation, a 
necessary background, for the specific research with which 


we now proceed. 


att ton abst 


DIVISION TWO 
ANALYSIS OF THE GOSPEL 


A. Content: 


What kind of a presentation of material do we have in 
the Gospel of Mark? 

Although the recognition of the priority of the Second 
Gospel led the way in the nineteenth century to a high 
evaluation of the outline presented therein of the life of 
Jesus, this general unity of organization has been attacked 
by a number of students in the past two generations. In 
1890 Wright branded Mark as a catechist effecting little 
more than an obvious attempt at chronology. The following 
year Cone pronounced the Gospel as "tolerably" free from 
legends, though not an account in chronological order.” In 
1905 Wellhausen said: 

The single scenes are often told in a life- 
like style without essential additions and reflec- 


tions, but they stand for the most part as a mere 
collection of disconnected anecdotes. 


Albert Schweitzer in 1910 found a lack of real connection 


Ly Ope cit., PPe 15-18, 21-24, 
2. Op. cit., DPe 322-323. 


5. Einleitung in die drei ersten Evangelien, p. 51, quoted by 
Burkitt, op. cit., p. 84. 
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in the account.+ Nine years later Karl Ludwig Schmidt, 
although admitting the integrity of such blocks of material 
as Mark i. 23-38 and chapters 14-16, held that Mark tried 
roughly to effect some continuity out of a mass of inde- 
pendent units of material which, except for some specific 
anchorages to particular settings, gave no basis for a real 
chronology.” It was probably in 1919 and 1921 that M. 
Dibelius and R. Bultmann likewise held the Gospel to be 

a stringing together of disconnected units.® That same year 
Shirley Jackson Case called the Gospel a "literary mosaic. @* 
Likewise in 1927 Cadbury, while admitting that the document 
has a primitive artlessness about it, yet called it an 
"artificial" arrangement by place, time, and logical as- 
sociation.” In 1934 Ropes held that the sense of movement 
we find in the record is not due to a real chronology, but 
is rather an inference from the stringing together of 


Localized taetlekiad@ In the Bampton Lectures at Oxford for 


1934, Lightfoot indicated that he found possible confirmation 


1.O0p. cit., pp. 381b. acc. to Taylor, op. cit., p. 66. 


2. The pane of the Story of Jesus, acc. to Easton, op. cit., 
> PYPe = Oe 


3. Acc. to Taylor ODe Cit., De 66. 
4. Jesus, acc. to i id., De 67. 


5. Op. cit., pp. 77-85, 90-94. 
6. Op. cit., pp. 8-9. 
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of this view in H. St. John Thackeray's statement that the 
dramatic present tense, which is used about 150 times in 
Mark,? is used in Greek literature chiefly with verbs of 
motion, and that its use in the Gospel may be, not a vivid 
means of portrayal, but a device for introducing new scenes 
in the story.° Two years later Rawlinson, in the fourth 


edition of his S¢. Mark, reiterated that the hypothesis of 


3 


a reliable Markan outline had broken down,” pointing out 


particularly that there is no mention of a vublic visit to 


Jerusalem intimated in Luke xiii. 34-35. In 1938 Scott 


seems to have recanted his earlier position. In 1926 he 


said: 


When closely analysed, the Gospel loses the 
semblance of continuity which is thrown over it 

by these devices (( transition tools )), and be- 
comes little more than a collection of stray epi- 
sodes. Erforts have been made to discover a plan 
in the construction of the narrative, but beyond a 
certain point they break down. The author does 

not appear to have formed for himself a clear con- 
ception of the motives which determined Jesus’! 
actioneee-But while the narrative is thus loosely 
coordinated, the events appear to follow each other 
in proper sequence....It can only be concluded that 
somehow he was in closer touch with the facts than 
the other writers. Along with the sevarate 
anecdotes, he has received some good tradition as 


1. Cf. footnote 1, p. 37, thesis. 


&. The Septuagint and Jewish Worship, pp. 20-22, acc. to 
Lightfoot, pp. 41-42. 
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to the general course of Jesus’ ministry, and he 
has arranged the various details within this frame- 
work. 


In his newest book, The Validity of the Gospel Record, Scott 


has, however, declared that while Mark did exercise great 
care in the task,. anyone could rearrange the incidents in as 
good an order as the ivangelist did; Scott points to the 
fact that Matthew and Luke made departures from his order as 
evidence that they thought it was simply a matter of judg- 


ment. 


A somewhat higher evaluation comes from Grant, who finds 


the Gospel partly subjective--sachliche Anordnung, that is, 
by topics--, but also partly chronological.® Moffatt simi- 
larly says that the general scheme of the Gospel is clear, 
although the arrangement is often topical. 

Mark's order has not been without defenders. Bacon, 
although finding the Gospel more or less of a miscellaneous 
collection of sayings and events, ° contends that the 
structure is yet historical, not because Mark was primarily 
concerned with accuracy, but because in having planned a 


comprehensive record he partially adapted the material to a 


ae 0 ° cit. PPe 61-62. 
2 The Validity of the Gospel Record, pp. 182-184. 
a. Op. ci a) pp. 4-] ° 


4. On. c t. PPe 225-226. 
5. Op. cit., pe 82. 
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general outline of Jesus’ ministry. Burkitt is well known for 
his support of the menner in which he says Mark arranged in 
sequence for the first time the stories available; Burkitt 
says the Gospel is a historical document because it is self- 
emsistent, explains how the Christian society came into exis- 
tence, and fits in with the otherwise known facts of conten- 
ed lia ARES Cadoux, point out that those who are sus- 
picious of the rest of the Gospel generally do admit that 

the Passion Narrative has been built upon some framework, 
contends that the earlier part of the book has no more dis- 
crepancies, doublets, and “seams" than chapters 11 to 16; 
he says that Mark 11. 1 to 111. 6 would naturally lead —T 
toward the Passion Narrative; he asks whether that latter 
portion of the Gospel would be of much use without some 
introductory narrative; he finds Mark 1i to x to be a his- 
torical order not equalled by Luke x to xvii; and he main- 
tains that if in chapters ii to x Mark had been merely 
supplying a framework for isolated units of tradition, he 

could have done it in a manner which would have avoided 


4, 
many of the much discussed discrepancies. Replying to 


1. Ibid., p. 129. 

2. On. .ett., pe ST. 

3. Op. cit., pp. 65-66, 76-77, 101-104. 
4. Op. eit., pp. 15-17. 
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Schmidt, C. H. Dodd finds a thread of inner connection run- 
ning through the Gospel, a thread similar to the presentation 
of Jesus in Acts x and xiii, and says Mark "may be regarded 
&@s an expanded form of what we may call the historical 
section of the kerygma;~ although Rawlinson finds it un- 
likely that a chronological outline of Jesus' life would 

have been preserved by the church,” Dodd believes Mark had 


at his disposal (1) isolated units of material, (2) larger 


blocks or complexes of material, and (3) an outline of the 


whole ministry.” T. W. Manson finds in the Second Gospel a 
consistent presentation of Jesus’ teaching in very much like 
the original mince’ Taylor likewise notes an orderly ar- 
rangement of material.” 


Thus we see two schools of thought as to the content 


of the Gospel of Mark: one group denies that the writer did 
more than compile in a rather loose arrangement a mass of 
unrelated data which was presented to him, and the second 


set of men affirming that Mark was able to effect a generally 


1. The Apostolic Preaching and Its Development, p. 104; 
The Framework o e Gospel Narrative," Expository Times, 
vol. xliii, No. 9, pp. 396-400. 


Ze Op. cit., pp. xx-xxi. 
3. "The Tremework of the Gospel Narrative,", Expository Times, 


TOL. xliii, No. a, pPpe 396-400. 
4. Op. e1%.; ppe 156-157. . 
5s Op. c i) PP. 61-62. 
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orderly and progressive development of the facts. Wherein 
does the truth lie, and what conclusion to be drawn is per- 
tinent to the specific research with which we are engaged? 
May not the reasonable inferenee to be drawn consist of 
perceiving the truth in both positions? On the one hand, 
we must guard ourselves from the plight of picking the 
Gospel to pieces in a manner entirely beyond the spirit and 
method of the original writer. It is in this vein that 
Marcus Dods bids us heed the warning which Amiel uttered 
in another sphere: 

There is a way of killing truth by truths. Under 

the pretense that we want to study it more in de- 

tail we pulverize the statue. It is an absyrdity 

of which our pedantry is constantly guilty. 
On the other hand, we must be equally on the defense against 
that false brand of scholarship which tries to over-simplify 
the study by not admitting or facing real problems. True 
devotion in study consists, not in a "safe," over-pious 
approach, but in as near a search for the truth as we can 
attain. In the case at hand, the most balanced conclusion 
appears to be that Mark confronted data, some of which was 
reasonably organized and some of which came as isolated 


units, and that he organized it on the basis of the material 


1. Journal, Il., 258, as quoted in The Bible, Its Origin 
and Nature, p. 210. 


=18t “at ae ey oF Pees} 
Thegagae: ets he doe? ie me 


‘ ca | 


to detemos Hepkt of <a 


bae $ttiqe ons amoyod ee: se ee foreon 
sant atev aidd mt at hac wreti ay santgiie ont to Be 


hetadte Lolw& motnw pakarew ont peed 2 ebfd abod é 
| peredae | } 


HE: { 


70hnU pee yd ig tae to yaw eet cui Bate ay 
-o9b° nt oxom ff yhure ew tedt “ion ov bes +t : ' 
ae estte ow 2 at 


* 
a 


Val b xyes m@-ei vi . 
YLing Utmetanos ef Revcutaee bist tot 


ae ee 


2 
seniega exmoted' eit go yllanpe ed tein ow ,bmed codto ond o 
utiiqute-teve of seirt obiw qtilexeLosiog to beeid ep lst te : 
out? “.dmofdorg Cset sotoat to sct¢vimbe ton yd ybute pen 
afota=teve ® otec" e mt ton ~etetesos ybuta as nohdovel: | 


As 
cso ew ef Atutd eit tot sotses « teem as sf gud 1osegaes | 


ee ——— 
FF 


rotenloseo beoraLed teom end , bfat ta ense ent a2 aietts 
asw dotdw tre oitoE ~etad petnotisdes 0K tedt ed of expemre 
‘“pedaloet es)euso dott te emoe bre be winey to ¢iCenvases 4 
fattetam oft to atesd salsk no $f bosimeg so. ed fed? Sos etben || 


- Ta, 


| nt 


ninito edt Oldie ‘eit at betoup es 238 ees Si Sa 


ir, f ; fi vet 


Ag 


and according to some knowledge or source of an outline of 
Jesus’ ministry. Authorities have both doubted and believed 
in this arrangement. Mey there not be admitted to be basis 
for both contentions? This will become more clear as in 
succeeding pages we take up en examination of the character 
of various passages of the Gospel. As we approach that 
enalysis let us be ready fairly to recognize that a reason- 
able outline may be said to be presented, but also that 
there are various units of material which the writer could 
not verify or place in his narrative with the greatest of 
accuracy. 

This discussion is quite pertinent to the question of 
our paper, for since we conclude that the book does contain 
material organized in a form indicating an attempt at orderly 
presentation, we thereby imply that there must have been 
some purpose in the process. What was the author's aim? 

That is the query we shall keep in mind as we now proceed to an 


analysis of the character of his work. 


B. Character: 


As we launch upon an examinstion of the character of 
the Gospel account, we must, of course, set up some basis or 
standard of judging it. Schmiedel has suggested the following 


criterion: 
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When a profane historian finds before him a 
historical document which testifies to the worship 
of a hero unknown to other sources, he attaches 
first and foremost importance to those features 
which cannot be deduced merely from the fact of 
this worship, and he does so on the simple and 
sufficient ground that they would not be found in 
this source unless the author had met with them as 
fixed data of tradition. The same fundamental prin- 
Ciple may safely be applied in the case of the 
gospels, for they also are all of them written by 
worshippers of Jesus....If we discover any such 
points--even if only a few--they guarantee not only 
their own contents, but also much more. For in that 
case one may also hold as credible all else which 
agrees in character with them, and is in other 
respects not open to suspicion. Indeed the 
thoroughly disinterested historian must recognize 
it as his duty to investigate the grounds for this 
so great reverence for himself which Jesus was able 
to call forth; and he will then, first and foremost, 
find himself led to recognize as true the two great 
facts that Jesus had compassion for the multitude and 
that he preached with power, not as the scribes. 
(Mt. ix. 36, vii. 29). 


Dods takes issue with Schmiedel, holding that we do not ap- 
ply such a touchstone to the study of heroes in general, 
pointing out that on such a standard we would be more inm- 
pressed by records of such details as Napoleon's moustache 

and shoes than by those of such accomplishments as his 

power over men.” Dods suggests that we must seek for the facts 


which account for the worship, and he puts forward this 


criterion: Is Jesus set forth as the self-authenticating 


1. "Gospels; Historical and Synthetical," Encyclopaedia Biblica, 


vol. II, pp. 1872-1873. 
2. Op. cit., pp. 205-206. 
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revealer of God that he is claimed to vows There is truth in 
the suggestions of both of these critics. Perhaps we can best _ 
sift each unit of the account for reporting and for interpret- 
ing by asking ourselves the question: Taking into considera- | 
the whole of our experience in life, including all the informa 
tion we can glean from all other sources about Jesus and the | 
situation in which he found himself, does this account coher- 
ently fit into our experience in a manner which leads us to 
say that it sounds like Jesus? If this standard of evaluation 
sounds subjective, it at least has the virtue of recognizing 
frankly that the personal element enters into every judgment. 

We proceed now to sketch swiftly the significance of 
various passages in the Gospel which may help us to determine 
the purpose of the writer. 

The first eleven verses of the first chapter introduce 
Jesus dashingly into the center of a scene focussed upon him- 


self. Lightfoot has departed from the Westcott and Hort text 


to include i. 12-13 in this prologue,noting a heightened theo- 
logical effect in this arrangement.” Be that as it may, the 
passage already has a distinctly Christological tone: Jesus 
is presented as the Son of God. Holdsworth finds the use of 


3 
the term "gospel," i. 1, secondary. Such a position is not, 


1. Ibid. 


Be Op. cit., PP. 61-66. 


3. Ope cit., PPe 122-123. 
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| Be Ope Gite, pp. 514—a15. ! 


however, necessary, for it was not till the second century that. 
the term came to refer to a document, + and in its use here it | 
has been translated "good news" by symes,* and "missionary 
preaching" by J. Weiss.” ‘The omission of a description of 
Jesus personal background or appearance supports J. Weiss! 
and Ropes! statements that we are not here reading a biography. 


The focussing of the narrative dramatically upon Jesus in i. 


7 to 8 might be said to be mere interpretation by the writer; 


however, although Allen, Barnes, Burton, Réville, and von 
Soden do not include this tradition in Q, Barth, Harnack, 
Holtzmann, Moffatt, Roehrich, Stanton, B. Weiss, Wellhausen, 


Wendt, and Wernle do find it to be vouched for by that source.” 
Hawkins and J. Weiss find Matthew iii. 12 and Luke iii. 17 in 
Q, but not Matthew iii. 11 and Luke iii. 16.° Branscomb says 


that while Mark gave John the appearance of prophesying the 
coming of Jesus, the Baptist, as presented by Matthew and 


Luke, probably expected a supernatural figure more like that 
of Jewish apocalyptic writings.” In i. 10 to 11, however, the | 
blessing of God is bestowed upon the Son in a rather extra~ 


ordinary manner; it is just such accounts as this that lead 


1. Branscomb, op. cit., pp. 5-6. | 


3e Op. cit., vol. 2, pp. 687-688. 

4. Ibid., vol. 2, p. 699; Ropes, op. cit., pp. 5-10. 
5. Moffatt, Ope cit., PPe 197—~202. 

6. Ibid., PPe 201-202. 


7. Op. cite, pp. 1415. 
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Rawlinson to call Mark a frank supernaturalist .+ The element 
of wonder and providential blessing is continued ini. 13. In. 
this opening section, then, we have seen, not the introduction 
to the biography of a mere religious teacher, but the proclema- 


tion of the "good news" of the auspicious coming of the son of 
? | 


God. | 
In Mark 1. 12 (or 1. 14) to iii. 6 we see Jesus beginning 
his ministry in Galilee, the only definite point mentioned 
being Capernaum. We see him calling four disciples, i. 16 to 
20, the account of which seems, as J. Weiss suggests,“ to be 
written from the fishermen's point of view; healing and preach- 
ing, i. 21 to 1. 45; and encountering controversy with the 
Jewish authorities, 114. 1 to iii. 6. i. 22 has been attacked 
as obvious Ae) SY On, Barnes and Roehrich might possibly 
be said to find support for it in Q, but its presence in that | 
source is overwhelmingly denied by Allen, Barth, Burton, Har- | 


nack, Hawkins, Holtzmann, Moffatt, Réville, Stanton, von Soden, 


B. Weiss, J. Weiss, Wellhausen, Wendt, and Wernle.* This 
testimony does not prove, of course, that the passage was not 
a part of the tradition which Merk received. What we may say 
is that, regardless of the origin of the statement, it appears 


1. "Gospel of Mark," p. 911. 

2, As noted by K. L. Schmidt, Der Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu, 
pe 44, according to Taylor, op. cit., p. 6ln. 

3. A. J. Starr, "The Meaning of Authority in Mark 1. 22," 


Harvard Theological Review, October, 1930, pp. 302-305. | 


4, Moffatt, op. cit., pp. 197-202. 
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to be a description of Jesus which Mark.favored. We get here 
an indication of the readers for whom the Gospel was intended, 
and thus an intimation of the purpose with which it was writ- 
ten. "Mark does not give any examples at this point of His 
authoritative teaching. He seems to assume that his readers 
are familiar with ioe The controversies section, ii. 1 to 
lii. 6, has been thought to represent an earlier source or 
document inserted here at a point in advance of its proper 
position in the narratives. Moffatt says that iii. 22 to 30 


belongs after vii. 23. Be these matters of structure as they _ 


may, the significant point for us is that, as a foil to Jesus® | 


and Christianity's break with Judaism, the section is, as Brans- 

comb says, "integral to the plan of the diiceu.« | 
In iii. 7 to vii. 23 Mark presents to us an expanding 

| ministry and growing popularity. One of the best evidences we 

have in the entire Gospel of Mark's fidelity to what he be- 

lieved was the truth is found in iii. 20-21. It is a tribute 

to this writer that he is the only Evangelist to record this 

aspersion cast upon Jesus. It might be argued that this is 

| done to heighten the effect of Jesus' being misunderstood, but 


_ Such a contention is rather dubious, for such an editorializa- 


tion would run the risk of raising more questions than it 


1. Branscomb, op. cit., Dp. 29. 
2. Ibid., p. 41; Moffatt, op. cit., p. 231. 
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answered. The kingdom—parables in chapter iv. have attracted | 
much attention. They are rather commonly and rather logically | 
said to have been gathered together topically by the writer and 
inserted more or less according to denviemnces Bacon further 
contends that they are here arranged to form an anti-Judaistic 
icwduwal: Mark iv. 10 to 25 has long been a problem of schol- 
arship. We are here dealing with an example of what has been 


regarded by some as a tendency on the part of Mark to construe | 


Jesus! Messiahship as a secret, a mystery progressively re- | 
3 | 
vealed only to the select. Such an interpretative tendency | 


has been connected with both healings” and teachings.” William 


Wrede in 1901 contended that Jesus had never claimed to be the 
Messiah, and that Mark had superimposed upon the material pre- 


6 | 
sented to him a theory of a Messianic secret. Taylor prefers | 
the term reserve to secret: "Especially striking is the note | 


of reserve with which the idea of the Son of man is put for- 


ward." Crum thinks he has solved the problem by pinning it 


8 | 
on to his Mark II. Stanton, however, says "the mystery of the. 
| 


1. Donald W. Riddle, "Mark iv. 1 to 34: the Evolution of a Gos-_ 
pel Source," Journal of Biblical Literature, vol. 56 (1937), 
pp. 77ff. | 

Be 0) ° cit., PPe all, 213-215. 

Se ghtfoot, op. cite, pp. 66-74. 

4; Merk 4280. SLC TSE.: 444. 12; vs 43; vid. 36. 

Se Meer iw. LOTL., ees Wilts Sls ix. 28: vii. 17; x. S2ff. 


6. Das Messiasgeheimnis in den Fvangelien, according to Taylor 
op. Ccit., p. 66. 
7. ia F. 63. 


8. Op. cite, p. 67. 
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_ Kingdom" is attested by a7 Lightfoot suggests that we may be 


here encountering an attempt similar to that of Paul in Romans 


1. Op. cit., vol. 2, p. 193. | 
2. Ope cite, pp» 74~76, | 
| 
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9 to 11, an effort to explain why the majority of Jews had not 
been won over to Christianity;* this seems a not unlikely pos— 
sibility. In Mark iv. 37 to 41 we find an account showing two 
tendencies of Mark: (1) that of attributing to Jesus miraculous 
powers —-— extending even over the weather --—- , and (2) that | 


of combining an exalted with a human view of this Son of God. 


The latter tendency is evidenced in the interpretation he al- 


lows in iv. 41, for, as Branscomb says, this is surely "a moral > 


couched in terms of the developed faith of the Church rather 
than of the days of the Galilean Beate at In v. 7 we 
come to what H. D. A. Major calls the second stage of the rev- 
elation of the Messiah, an advance over the initial intimation 
found in the account of the cies Major says that even to- 
day there persists commonly in the Kast the belief that the 


5 
insane are inspired. Jesus! rejection at Nazareth, vi. 1 to 


6a, is a case similar to that of the remonstrations of his 


friends,° though a stronger case could be made here than in 


iii. 80 to 21 for looking upon the account as a presentation 


3e Op. cite, p. 88. 
4. Reminiscences of Jesus by an Eye-Witness, pp. 17-23. | 
5. Ibide, pe 22. 
6. Cf. p. 49, thesis. | 
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of Jesus as the misunderstood Messiah. Invi. 52 we have a 
frank recognition of the inadequacy of the disciples. 

After his mounting popularity had led to fiereer opposi- 
tion and great misunderstanding of his mission, Jesus is por- 
trayed in vii. 24 to ix. 30 as withdrewing for a while to the 
north. In viii. 14 to 21 we find the disciples again dealt 
with fearlessly. In viii. 27 to 33 we find an exceeding 
frankness in discussing the originator of the Petrine tradition, 
a candor which seems to fit the humble disciple Peter had 
become. Lightfoot finds! in viii. 22 to 26 a doctrinal paral- 
lel to viii. 27 to 30, but it is doubtful whether to plan and 
execute such a subtle scheme would have occurred to Mark. 

This awakening of the disciples to the character of their 
leader and the explanation which he gives them of the kind of 
life to which he dedicates himself and calls them form a turn- 
ing point in the Gospel narrative. Major calls i the third 
and fourth stages in the revelation of the Messiah. Whatever 
the form in which the account of the transfiguretion, ix. 2 to 
8, may have come down in tradition to Mark, it is a monumental 
example of his acceptance and wondrous portrayal of the divin- 
ity of Jesus. A focal point in the Master's ministry, it is 

a manifestation of God's approval and blessing strikingly 


‘ Op. cit., pp. 90-91. 
26 Op. cit., pp. 25=26 ; 
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| ples, ix. 30 to 50 and x. 29 to 45, of the self-denying nature 
ment and a sense of clarified determination.* These solem 


| tion of the Messiah.” In view of the disciples’ later conduct, 
 Branscomb finds, despite Mark ix. 32, that Jesus! threefold 


| and remains there throughout the rest of the Gospel. The one 


week in Jerusalem occupies more than a third of the whole 


to present the facts just as he knew tien; * Grant observes” 


| that Matthew and Luke respect Mark's order more in this section, 


reminiscent of the baptiemalcrevelation:~ 
In ix. 30 to x. 52 we find Jesus with his face set toward 


Jerusalem. On the way south he teaches and warns his disci- 


of his mission and their discipleship. The account shows move-—- 


instructions are termed by Major the fifth phase of the revela- 


explanation could not have been so detailed as Mark relates 


4 | 
it. | 


The action of the narrative now focusses upon Jerusalem 


5 


narrative. The facts are presented with such “austerity and 


simplicity," says Scott, that some students have suspected them 


of being theological or ritualistic; but this fact rather 


points, he says, to a sincere effort on the part of the writer 


1. Branscomb, op. cit., p. 161; Ropes, op. cit., Dp. 23. 
Be Mark Xe 326 1] 
Se Ope cit., PPe 28-29. 
4, e C Le PpPpe 167-168. | 
Britt. op. cit., pe. 84. | 

6. Op. cit., PPe -155. 
7. Ope cite, Pe 104. 
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and he explains that its tradition was more definitely fixed. 

As we look at the account we are struck with the humanness and 
detail of its presentation, particularly in the controversies 
with Jewish authorities. The thirteenth chapter has already 
been discussed as a problem in sources. Why did Mark use it? 
If we recall the supernatural developments with which he has 

in part associated Jesus! divinity, we conclude that the writer 
thought this passage not inappropriate. We must also recognize 


that there would be the consciously or unconsciously operating 


need to encourage contemporary apolalyptic hopes. Mark xiv. 
12 to 42 portrays the Son of Man as having fellowship with men 
and with God, ready to sacrifice his life it that be his neces- 
Sary role. Few more beautiful passages have ever been written 
than xiv. 32 to 42; it is here that Mark presents doubtless 
his supreme picture of Jesus as both human and divine. What 
reader could help but stir responsively? The writer's art at 
painting pictures is admirably illustrated by the contrasting 
scene swiftly introduced in xiv. 43ff. Mark xiv. 51 to 52, 

a single tradition, has most often been interpreted to refer 
to the writer himself. If this is so, then it would natural, 
as suggested by B. Nolen,” for him to be the son of the Mary 
in whose house the disciples nee and Mark may then have 


written the Passion Narrative as an eye-witness who had 


1. Op. cit., vol. 2, pp. 260-261. 
2. Acts xii. 12. ' 
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| supplemented his account with other sources. Major calls Mark 


xiv. 61, 62 the sixth and final stage of the revelation of the 


1 


Messiah. In xiv. 66 to 72 we find the greatest exposure of 


the failure of any apostle. The account, xv. 1 to 15, of the 
| trial before Pilate and the crucifixion story, xv. 28 to 37, 
are told simply and vividly. The centurion's brief but high 
evaluation, xv. 39, might also be said to be Mark's. It is 
quite apparent, however, that the women who came to the tomb 
Easter Morning, xvi. 1 to 8, did not expect a resurrection. 


It is almost universally recognized that the genuine 


Markan narrative ends with xvi. 8. Although there is a wealth 

of reference-material available on the various endings which 

have been appended to the incomplete narrative, such a discus- 
sion lies beyond the scope and function of this paper. The 
present ending does not appear in the oldest Greek, Armenian, 


2 
and Syriac versions, and we accordingly leave it out of our 


consideration. The suggestiom that Mark has scattered the 
| Tesurrection appearances throughout the Gospel as apparitions® | 
is not commonly taken seriously. Goodspeed has suggested that, 

with some amplification, the original ending of Mark has been 


preserved for us in the conclusion of Matthew.* Streeter has 


1.0p. cite, p. 29. 
2. E. Ge Colwell, "Mark xvi. 9-20 in the Armenian Version," 


Journal of Biblical Literature, 1937, 4:385-386; Streeter, 
Ope Cite, Dp. 365; and Taylor, Ope Cite, De 55. 

3. D. Stromhelm, "A Literary Examination of Mark," Hibbert 

| Journal, January, 1928, pp. 355-858. 

4, New Solutions of New Testament Problems, pp. 116-122. 
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speculated that the elements of Mark's ending may have been 
maintained in the Gospel of John and in the apocryphal Gospel 
of Baten Until these hypotheses gain wider acceptance, how— 
ever, it remains general practice to restrict Markan research 
to the Second Gospel. 

As we have discussed the character of various passages 


of the book we have had intimations here and there of the 


Evangelist's aim. Let us now in conclusion sum up observations) 


which we may make concerning the writer's purpose. 


1. Op. cit., PP. 351-360. 
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CONCLUSION: MARK'S PURPOSES 


In concluding our investigation we inquire what we may 
infer from our study to have been the aim of our Evangelist; 


we should rather say aims, for it seems reasonable that he was 


led to write, not by one motivation alone, but by a combination 


of desires. The complex operation of these forces upon the 
material may be said to determine the manner of its presenta- 


tion. 


A. Writing for a Contemporary Christian Community: 


We note first from the color, the details and explanations 


given, and the general manner that Mark was writing, not for 
posterity, but rather for the men of his day. Specifically, 
he was addressing Christians who already had faith in Christi- 
anity and a familiarity with its teachings and requirements 

of conduct.* Mark aimed to bring this group information and 
assurance, sketching scenes of Jesus' prophetic utterances, 
and explaining ensuing divisions among Jews and the slow pro- 


gress of Christianity.° In the generation following Jesus’ 


! ministry, Mark sought to help men comprehend why the Master 


had been so misunderstood. * The problem was not so much that 


1. Branscomb, op. cit., p. xix; Rawlinson, op. cit., pp. xviii- 


xxi. 


8. Bacon, op, cit., pp. 252-253; Branscomb, op. cit., p. xviii. 


3. Jtlicher, op. cit., pp. 326-327. 
4, Lake, op. cit., p. 38. 
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of proving Jesus! Messiahship to enthusiastic believers as it 
was that of explaining how his career could end in a criminal's, 

a 
death. The break with Judaism is a recurring theme in the 


2 
Second Gospel; but we should not conclude simply because this 


presentation of controversies was aimed at religious instruc- 
3 
tion that it was not historically grounded, for we know that 


the way to the Cross must have been paved in some such develop—_ 


ment. Some students have found in the writing evidence of an | 


effort to meet those who were on in their expectation of 


@ prompt Second Coming of Jesus. The writer sought to strength- 


5 
en faith in Christ. We may say, then, in brief, that the firs 
purpose with which Mark wrote was to meet the needs of Christ- 


ians of his day for a better source of information about and | 


understanding of Jesus. 


B. Presenting the Self-Sacrificing Son of God: 


The Second Gospel is, we have observed, obviously not a 
biography; it is "missionary literature," in the best sense, 
tracing the origin of the "good news. "” Bulcock, viewing the 
book as biography, has accused Mark of failing to present the 


l. we cit., p. 10. 

2. Je Weiss, op. cite, vol. 2, p. 695. 

3. Easton, OPe cit., Ppe 85-101. 

4, Salmond, ODe cit., PPe 27—29. 

5. B. Weiss, op. cit., vol. 8, pp. 239-242, 245-246. 
6. J. Weiss, op. cite, vol. 2, pp. 688-689. 

7. Rawlinson, op. cit., p. xviii. 
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greatest features of Jesus. But this charge rests upon a 
misconception of the nature of the writing, for viewed accord- 
ing to its intent, the Gospel succeeds admirably in bringing 
us an exalted picture of Jesus as the Son of God, or as he is 
also frequently referred to, the Som of Man. The Son of God 
is presented in a pattern to which mere men cannot hope to 
AS Jesus is pictured as a Messiah who would return on 
the vane In fairness to Mark, however, it should be said 
that the character and teaching of Jesus are really the center- 
point of the foil of the supernatural manifestations of mirac- 
ulous peney:” In the presentation of events it is often noted 
that we are not given adequate explanation of Jesus’ motives,” | 
but this should occasion no surprise if we recall that the 
whole-hearted devotion of disciples would leave them without 
a feeling of such a ety To sum up, we see Jesus as one of 
pedweinsians” 

Yet in contrast and combination with this portrayal of 
authority is the Servant doctrine which the Gospel presupposes.° 
This conception is infinitely higher than that of a Son of 


David, and is one that can be taken to the whole, wide 


1. Religion and Its New Testament Expression, pp. 123-125, 
according to Ropes, op. cit., pp. 6-7. 

2. J. Weiss, op, cit., vol. 2, p. 701. 

>. Lake, op. o1t., p. 38. 

4, Bergh van Eysinga, op. cit., p. 52. ; 

| = cones The wetge ters of the New Testament, p. 62, 
. anton, op. Cit., vol. 2 - 197-198. 

T. Allen, op. Gilt., pe 476b.° ep ecg 

8. Bacon, op. cit., pp. 257-258; Tayllor, op. cit., p. 63. 
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vote The presentation we have here has been called a mar- 
tyrology,* but a better understanding of the choice and victory 
involved is found when we speak of Mark's doctrine as the "Doc- 
trine of the Gross, "9 "It seems clear that the Second Gospel 
is not intended as a biography of Jesus, but as a portrayal of 
the meaning and the power of his self-secrificing ministry. "* 


C. Presenting a True Record: 


We have indicated that Mark had no intention of writing 
a document for all men in all ages. He does not give his own 
name, state his sources, or indicate that he had been present.© 
He was hardly conscious of the importance of his work, and 
would not necessarily have thought of himself as doing other 
than helping to carry on the tradition about Jesus.© 

When we consider this lack of realization of the strategic 
importance of his work, we gain an especially high regard for 
Mark's effort to produce a record faithful to the facts as he 
knew them. The use of then obsolete names is a most obvious 
example of this. The word "Jesus" had largely been supplanted 
in the generation of the writing of the Gospel by the term 


le McNeile, ODe cit., pp. 12-14, 
2. Donald W. Riddle, "The Martyr Motif in the Gospel of Mark," 


Journal of Religion, July, 1924, pp. 397-410. 


3. Burkitt, op. cit., p. 53. 

4. Ernest W. Burch, "Tragic Action in the Second Gospel," 
Journal of Religion, July, 1931, p. 358. 

5. Je Weiss, _ cit., vol. 2, p. 689. 

6. Martin Dibelius, A Fresh Approach to the New Testament, pp. 
57-58; Scott, The Validity of the Gospel Record, p. 4, 
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"Christ;" likewise, "Son of Man," a phrase used often in the 
Second Gospel, had fallen into relative disuse.+ We have also 
noted in our analysis of the character of the Gospel a number 
of occasions upon which the failings of the disciples are | 
related with real candor. It has been suggested that this 
effect is over-drewn to the credit of Jesus,” yet it has also 
been looked upon? as present only to a reasonable extent and 
decidedly to the credit of Mark. Similarly, we found admis- 
sions of seeming failure on the part of Jesus at home and with 
some of his friends. 

We may say, then, that a third purpose which Mark had in 
mind in writing our Gospel was that of reproducing as reliable 


a@ record as possible. 


D. Effecting a Synthesis of Purposes: 


We have observed three cardinal purposes which Mark fol- 
Lowed, writing (1) to meet the need of contemporary Christians 
for information and assurance, (2) to present Jesus as Son of 
God with authority, yet self-sacrificing, and (3) to record 
faithfully the facts as he knew them. 

Is a satisfactory synthesis of these motives possible? 


Rather, is not a similar confluence of factors present in all 


1. Dods, op. cite, p. 3200. 
2. Bacon, op. cit., pp. 259-260. 
Se Dods, op. cit., p. 201. 
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writings? Do we not universally find ourselves faced with 
what we call the "practical situation," influenced by our own 
interpretation, and conscious of some responsibility for fi- 
delity? These three elements must enter in: they are inevit-| 
able. 
To some extent all our assertions are subjective. As 
Oliver Wendell Holmes put it: "Smith gives you the Smithate 
of truth; Brown gives you the Sveventect™ Yet that does not 
render impossible all objectivity. Nor does a devotional 
motive necessarily rob a document of historicity, if to that 
impulse there is added the desire to record faithfully.® 
We may safely and properly conclude, then, that, fusing 
the three purposes we have discerned, Mark was both a reporter 
and an interpreter. 

The contrast of information and interpretation, or 
history and theology, is really a false antithesis. It 
has meaning only in terms of relative importance. All 
history is really interpretation. By selection, empha- 
Sis, and explanation the bare events of time are given 
unity and meaning. 3 

If critics were to press the point and demand that we choose 
between the two classifications, we should favor that of the 


reporter, for the Gospel contains material on too many points 


Le Quoted in ibid., De 196. 
2. Menzies, op. cit., pp. 5-19, 
Se Branscomb, op. cit., pp. xxi-xxii. 


-2% tot ae aoeee se She es 

|| -ttvomt 9T2 yout st tesa: ie seh 
| oe ON an. 

nA pec eete aes otA ado iter as 1S ihe sigten sel a . 


Le 


etadd ime oft voy aevig, St bse" stk deg peace ; i Bi 


fon ssoh sedd) seY * *.ecanword os oy ser te eore=e a a 


Ianoliovel’ s asob tou .¥tivisostdo ifs @ tecogmt tehaex 
ae of tf pystokzodubd to) smpmoeb 2 doz ittecteoen @ om 
S witiutdttat brooet of etieob oft bebba ab ond? oa! 
gitept ,jadt ,dedt ,abufonoo yineqorq Saw yletae yen ow a 


ts 
’ 


settoqer s déod acw Ara ,benteosth ovad sw asboczm sexi? sie |) 


i 


stetotqreint ms. “aD . 


0 ,aottetotctetnt bes notvamgotal to geattaes out : m . 
$t ,ateedtitas ozfat @ yilest et. ,yvpofoed? bas ytoteid a 
ItA .oomsitoges ovitales to amtot af ylao Bulasom end: oy Hh 
~atgrs ,mottosiaa ya .nottatotazatad yiloeg ed Yxotatd” ~ Mei 
neviy ots omtt to ataeve oted ont apaeene ye bas (dia 9 
oes bas ee bay a | 
‘4 te | 


gnooro ow ted? baeneb bas $ntou aig esatg of _otow aott txo st | 


is : 
| | 


i 


atotog vasu oof so fattetam ertetmoo LeqaoD aie xt ia vl 


bs 


oft to tedt sovet biuode ow adotsaoftinsaro owt ent soowd 


ot Exx~ Lx 7g te! +0 20° 


readily to be reduced to some simple bias, and we are not 
certain that the doctrine presented in the Gospel must neces- 
sarily have been Mark's. 

It is in the light, then, of these three purposes and 
their interaction that we judge Mark: he did not abide by 
automaton-like objectivity, but he had as one of his chief 
aims that of being a faithful reporter. 


No history worth reading has ever been written 
without some object, other than the mere narra- 
tion of facts. The writer is in sympathy with 
a country or a cause or a form of government, 
and wishes to magnify or defend it. That Mark 
writes his Gospel in the interest of the Christ- 
ian movement must be granted; but there is noth- 
ing to indicate that his work is in any sense 
controversial. ... His so-called theology, in 
fact, is nothing more than that fervent belief 
in Jesus which he shared with all Ohristians. 
Since he undoubtedly wrote with this reli- 
gious bias, he may not have produced a history 
which was strictly judicial and accurate; but 
he cannot be accused of any willful distortion 
of the facts: No one, indeed, can read his 
Gospel without a feeling of his perfect candor 
and good faith. 2 


le. Ibid., pp. xx~xxi,. 
2. Scott, The Literature of the New Testament, pp. 63-64. 
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DIGEST 


This is a study of the purpose with which Mark 
wrote our Second Gospel. Following upon an introduction 
to the problem in courses in the Synoptic Gospels at Bos— 
ton University, research has been carried on in five li- 
braries in that city. At the outset of this paper a 
swift survey has been made of the testimonies of Early 
Church writers and of pertinent Markan research of the 
past century. 

The first clear-cut quotation from the Gospel of 
Mark appeared in the first half of the second century in 
the Shepherd of Hermas. In the middle of the same cen- 
tury came the famous testimony of Papias, who said that 
John the Presbyter had identified Mark as a follower of 
Peter, and that John had associated the origin of the 
Gospel with that relationship. In the succeeding cen- 
turies there followed many téstimonies, the most notable 
of which were that of Irenaeus, who dated the writing of 
the Gospel after the deaths of Peter and Paul, and the 
statements of Clement of Alexandria and Eusebius, who 
contended for an origin during the lifetime of Peter. 
Augustine well expressed the church's lack of recogni- 
tion of the priority of Mark and the resulting lack of 


63 


cotioubortrh ne aegy pee ‘ct | 
~s0€ ta aloqaod’ oltqonye ont at anes igor Get 


% 


~ii ovit at ao hetrtss aeed and someone, cette ev 2 

2 teasq atdt Yo doatio ois 7 eho tsi Gt 

yizet to getcomiveet sft to shim “oe 
eit to dotssaoz deatel tuontdteq: to hme eietize ¢ 

: pitas i 

to favso) edt mort soltatorp tvo-tee Lo sartt ont a fy) 


ted? biao ofw ,estced 0 Vhobibeas cuomet ant sass ust Hi 
to sewolfot a ee Aisi! betteaebs bad coagtoort odd, Sad al | 
adit ta atatiio edt bevatoowes bed maiotl dads bre totet qe 
{99 gnithee vase odd nt -qtieaods sie todd dt iy Teqaon 
oldestoa tpaom edt ,satnomttast ytam Hewollot stadt wit bel 


to wotline off baish of aveangzt to saat oxen doliw to 
aiy bea ,tusi bes tefoY to atitssb eft zrefte Leqaod edt \ } | 


ow ,avideayt bus sitbnsxeLa YO snemelD 6 stnesetesa 4), 
szoted to emitettil oft yabwh afsixe as tOr bebttatneo 


| 
r | 
-trmoosr to toatl e'dotudo ods hooae xqxe Iiow ont sangae 7 ( 


to. doal nutivIness env 5ae Arak to vs totza eds 10. Oke. 


64 


attention to this Gospel. 

The nineteenth century saw an awakening of Markan 
Criticism. An earlier date for the book was accepted, and 
great value came to be placed upon it as a key document. 
The vast majority of scholars have placed the composition 
of Mark in either the seventh or the eighth decade of the 
first century Ae D. The John Mark of the New Testament has 
generally been thought to have been the author of the Gos- 
pel bearing his name. Mark is commonly agreed to have had 
access to the Petrine tradition as one of his chief sources 
of material. Quite a number of men see evidence of a sepa- 
rate, apocalyptic source in chapter 13. More varied opinion 
has been associated with the possibility that Mark also had 
as sources oral tradition, Q, other documents, and small 
units or cycles of tradition. Although a number have held 
the Gospel to have been written originally in Aramaic, the 
majority of students concur in affirming that its. original 
language was Greek. Possibilities of various editions of 
the book have been the cause of complex and varied discus- 
sions. Having laid this necessary foundation of background 
and survey, we have proceeded into our specific branch of 
the criticism and evaluation of the Second Gospel. 

What is the nature of the content of this book? One 
school of critics holds that it consists merely of a loosely 
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‘and material are present which indicate the writer's fidelity 


strung collection of unrelated units of material; another 
group of men contends that it observes natural unity in the 
presentation, and that the order of arrangement may be regarded 
as reliable. We have indicated a reasonable, balanced position 
which takes into account the truth in both of these sets of 
contentions, seeing both chronological and topical, historical 
and subjective, presentation of material. 

In launching upon an analysis of the character of the 
Gospel narrative, we have set up for ourselves the following 
criterion: Taking into account all our knowledge of Jesus in 
particular and all of our experience as a whole, we test each 
Passage about him by asking whether it fits coherently into 
that knowledge and experience in a manner which leads us to 
say that it sounds like Jesus. Examination of selected pas- 


sages throughout the Gospel has shown that the writer presents 


a life of Jesus that can be understood, not as a biography, 


but as a nevertheless informative work, that the writer attrib- 


utes to Jesus divinity and miraculous power, and that touches 


to facts. 


We infer from our analysis that Mark acted out of Tparenee| 


to the combined operation of three main purposes: (1) to meet 
and 
the needs of contemporary Christianity for information about / 


assurance concerning Jesus, (2) to present Jesus as the Son 
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of God, and (3) to preserve a faithful record of the facts 
as he knew them. We thus see that in a sense Mark was both 


@ reporter and an interpreter. 


To ask whether the Gospel is a theological or 
historical work is thus to set up a false al- 
ternative. It is both. But dogma and doctrine 
seem plainly secondary with the evangelist to 
telling the Christian story as it was known and 
believed in the Churches of the Hellenistic world 
a@ generation after Jesus’ death. 1 


1. Branscomb, op. cit., p. xxii. 
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